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Oligo size vs IC50 (HIV) 
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Bait size versus bait polarization (HSV-1) 
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Bait size versus bait polarization (HIV-1) 
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Oligo competitor size vs bait competition (HSV-1) 
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Bait size vs p24 binding 



CL 

E 



140 n 
120 
100 

80 H 

60 

40 H 

20 
0 




• no lysate 
-1ug HIV-1 



— i 1 1 

20 40 60 
bait size (bases) 



80 



— i 
100 



E 



140-1 
120- 
100 - 

80 

60 

40 

20 H 
0 



Bait size vsgp41 binding 



* no lysate 
■1ug HIV-1 lysate 



20 40 60 
bait size (bases) 



80 



— i 
100 



r 



FIGURE 33 




FIGURE 34 




FIGURE 35 




FIGURE 36 



REPLICOR compounds versus Vaccinia 
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